Introduction
The first two decades of collective bargaining in the public sector have produced great turbulence. Several features of the transition from &dquo;managementadministered&dquo; to &dquo;collectively-bargained&dquo; personnel systems have fueled this turbulence. Collective bargaining and, to a lesser extent, employee unionization were major innovations in social organization and decision making and, therefore, radical departures from what preceded them. The initial unwillingness of public officials to respond to employee bargaining-rights demands and, later, limitations of the policies that were promulgated also generated considerable turbulence.
Whatever the sources of the initial turbulence, public sector bargaining appears to have reached a new plateau after twenty years of breakneck growth. The rate of public union growth has slowed to a crawl, and bargaining has increasingly come to focus on wage freezes or concessions (Lewin, 1983 (Horton, Lewin and Kuhn, 1976 ) that characterizes public sector bargaining.
Public employee bargaining will distort the normal political process.
The early years of public sector bargaining were characterized by great fear that politicians seeking votes and public employee groups seeking power would play havoc with our pluralistic system (Wellington and Winter, 1971 The institutionalized power accorded public employees will result in a disproportionate share of resources being allocated to them.
Collective bargaining was originally accompanied by significant concerns that unions would plunder public resources. However, most available evidence suggests that, over the long run, collective bargaining has not given unions a license to raid the treasury. Reviews of wage determination studies (Methe and Perry, 1980; Mitchell, 1979) (Freeman and Medoff, 1979) , one that seeks gains for its members and another that increases the efficiency of the organization.
Collective bargaining will seriously undermine management's authority.
An early criticism of collective bargaining was that it undercut merit provisions of civil service systems. Ironically, civil service systems have declinedbut for reasons unrelated to the threats posed by collective bargaining (Savas and Ginsburg, 1973 
Conclusion
The articles in this symposium suggest that the traditional industrial model of collective bargaining has not undergone significant change since it was adopted widely in the public sector. Instead, many incremental adjustments have occurred. From a societal perspective, the public sector might begin to serve as a model for the private sector after many years of emulating it. In the concluding symposium contribution, George Sulzner argues that the public sector could be the source for future changes throughout the American industrial relations system.
